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Abstract 
This paper addresses three fundamental questions regarding the 
teaching of multi-word expressions to adult second language (L2) 
learners in a foreign language (FL) context, where opportunities to use 
the target language are limited: (I) Should teaching practitioners focus 
on multi-word expressions?, (2) If they should, which constructions should 
they teach?, and (3) How should they teach the targeted phrases? To an-
swer the first question, a number of reasons for the teaching of ready-
made expressions to this particular target population are put forward. 
In addressing the second and third questions, several proposals for each 
are discussed. 
1. Introduction 
There is convincing evidence that formulaic language abounds in 
language use (e.g. Altenberg, 1990, 1993; Baayen & Lieber, 1991; 
Barkema, 1993; Erman & Warren, 2000; Kjellmer, 1984), and proficient 
language users are thus believed to have an extensive knowledge and 
command of prefabricated multi-word expressions. Pawley and Syder 
(1983, p. 213), for instance, suggest that the number of "sentence-length 
expressions familiar to the average, mature English speaker probably 
amounts, at least, to several hundreds of thousands." Corpus linguistics 
has revealed the pervasiveness of formulaicity, in its widest sense, in 
corpora (reviewed by Wray, 2002, chapter 2), and now, "[t]he real issue 
is whether it is, or isn't, possible to account for real language data 
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without invoking prefabrication" (Wray, 2002, p. 12). 
While a great deal has been revealed regarding the actual use of 
prefabricated language, the amount of research into the acquisition of 
such language, especially in the case of L2 learning, has been fairly 
modest (Schmitt & Carter, 2004; Weinert, 1995; Wray, 2002). For L2 
learning, navigating the route of acquisition of formulaic sequences is 
far more complicated than in the case of first language (Ll) acquisition, 
because of the wide diversity of conditions for learning. "There may 
well be an underlying systematicity to the acquisition and use of L2 
formulaic language, but there is simply not enough focused research at 
present to say very much with conviction" (Schmitt & Carter, 2004, p 
13). 
One certainty about L2 learning, however, is the incompleteness of 
the ultimate learning attainment (Abrahamsson & Hyltenstam, 2009). 
A number of studies that have investigated the learning of formulaic 
constructions by L2 learners (Altenberg & Granger, 2001; Bardovi-
Harlig, 2009; Durrant & Schmitt, 2009; Howarth, 1996; Kaszubski, 2000; 
Laufer & Waldman, 2011; Li & Schmitt, 2010; Nekrasova, 2009; Qi & Ding, 
2011; Siyanova & Schmitt, 2007; Siyanova & Schmitt, 2008; Yamashita & 
Jiang, 2010) have shown that L2 learners even at advanced levels of 
proficiency are unable to produce lexical phrases in the L2 that are 
comparable to those used by native speakers. Formulaicity simply re-
mains an area where they only very slowly approximate to or will 
never reach the proficiency of native speakers. 
Against these backdrops, this paper considers three important is-
sues concerning the teaching of lexical phrases to L2 learners, especially 
adult learners in a foreign language context. The first issue addressed, 
and obviously the most fundamental one, is the question of whether 
valuable class time should be spent on the teaching of such language at 
al. The paper then discusses the choice of what phrases should be cov-
ered in class. Finally, it delves into different ways of teaching multi-
word expressions. 
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2. Rationale for focusing on multi-word expressions in teaching 
Considering the pervasiveness of multi-word expressions in Ian-
guage use and the learning difficulty that L2 learners face in acquiring 
them, it merely stands to reason that some kind of support should be 
given to classroom learners in learning such word strings, even if a 
native-speaker proficiency is indeed an unattainable state.1 Yet there 
are a few additional grounds, more theoretical ones, for teaching prefab-
ricated routines and patterns to L2 learners, especially adult learners in 
a foreign language context, which will be discussed in this section. 
To begin, such individuals'L2 learning experience is not quite 
'pattern-based'(Ellis, 1996, 2002). According to the pattern-based model 
of language acquisition, humans acquire readily accessible chunks of 
language by repeatedly encountering instances and extracting patterns 
that underlie them. It does not require a great deal of imagination, then, 
to conceive of how potentially challenging a task it might be for these 
learners, if left on their own, to acquire conventional language patterns, 
simply because they seriously lack opportunities to work them out for 
themselves. 
Second, our language processing draws not only on our language 
knowledge but also on our two other main sources of knowledge: 
'schematic knowledge'and'contextual knowledge,'(Anderson & 
Lynch, 1988). Schematic knowledge refers to a person's background 
knowledge, both factual and socio-cultural, and procedural knowledge 
of how language is used in discourse. Contextual knowledge, on the 
other hand, is that person's knowledge of situation (physical setting, 
participants, etc.) and of context (what has been and will be said). 
Skehan (1998) claims that we depend on these three knowledge sources 
in order to comprehend incoming language data as well as to produce 
language output, and as a consequence, there are negative influences 
stemming from the exercise of schematic and contextual knowledge on 
the growth of adult L2 learners'language knowledge. Unlike children, 
adult L2 learners have to learn a new language utilizing, whether or not 
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by choice, their existing schematic and contextual knowledge. While 
these two knowledge sources do help learners with comprehension and 
production in the L2, involuntary over-reliance on their usefulness can 
easily impinge on the need for the development of their language 
knowledge. Importantly, their interlocutors (especially native speak-
ers) are adept at extracting the intended meaning of erroneous, or non-
conventional, learner speech with their schematic and contextual as 
well as language knowledge, too. Having derived the appropriate mean-
ing, proficient speakers will not feel the need to provide the learners 
with negative feedback on the language, which would encourage analy-
sis on the learners'part. The involuntary exercise of schematic and 
contextual knowledge, then, is expected to hinder adult learners, when 
their primary goals are to comprehend input and get their message 
across, from approximating their L2 knowledge (including knowledge 
of multi-word expressions) to the conventions to which native speakers 
supposedly adhere. 
Yet another huge challenge for adult learners is that they are, un-
like child language learners, not protected by the socio-interactional 
'bubble'(Wray & Perkins, 2000). According to Wray and Perkins, chil-
dren, as opposed to adults, operate within a "socio-interactional bubble 
.. both protected from, and largely impervious to, any need to interact 
with anyone other than its carers" (Wray & Perkins, 2000, p. 22), and 
"by being protected from the intellectual and emotional stress of inter-
acting in the world beyond the bubble," they "can apply analytical pro-
cesses to derive grammatical and lexical information from formulaic 
sequences" (Wray, 2000, p. 481). Adults, in contrast, have to handle the 
whole variety of socio-interactional demands in communication, and 
thus "it would be unwise to assume that…adults can too" (Wray, 2000, 
p. 481), on the basis that children can extract underlying linguistic in-
formation from formulaic sequences. That is, during cognitively-
demanding realtime communication, adults are far less capable of 
allocating their limited attentional resources toward the learning of 
formulaic constructions therein. By teaching lexical phrases, therefore, 
a learner will be better prepared to handle realtime communication. 
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Reliable formulaic language knowledge will help reduce socio-
interactional pressures in realtime communication and enable the Ian-
guage user to free up his or her attentional resources at a given 
moment, and the set-aside attentional capacity can be directed toward 
a number of cognitive processes, including the learning of new con-
structions. 
All these perspectives strongly point to the recommendation that 
adult FL learners be supported in obtaining formulaic knowledge.'In-
deed, it makes no logical sense not to focus on formulaic language in the 
L2 classroom. Given the limited class time, however, the number of 
linguistic items that can be introduced to learners in the language class-
room is inevitably rather small. The next section therefore addresses 
the second question, namely to determine what multi-word expressions 
are most deserving of valuable class time. 
3. What phrases should be taught? 
While it may be difficult to determine what messages a given group 
of students will find beneficial for their current and future language 
use, there seem to be at least a few non-controversial recommendations 
that can inform the selection of items. One is to focus on flexible strings 
of words (e.g., NP be-TENSE sorry to keep-TENSE you waiting; see 
Matsuzaki, 2018b). The versatility or flexibility of constructions that 
are made up of frames with slots makes them good candidates. 
Nekrasova (2009) found that L2 learners rely more on fixed multi-word 
units than on flexible ones, and points to the possibility that the compo-
sition (and potential versatility) of a flexible phrase is difficult for 
learners to grasp in the first place. Although learning just one or two 
example possibilities out of a flexible phrase is unlikely to be enough to 
gain procedural knowledge of the versatility of that construction, there 
is, thus, good reason to expect that the knowledge can facilitate deeper 
learning of the sequence in future encounters (see Section 4.4). 
Another recommendation would be to teach figurative multi-word 
strings (e.g.,follow suit; in the same boat). Figurative constructions can 
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be major stumbling blocks, when the learners'objective is to approxi-
mate to a nativelike level. Even when their goal is not that high, their 
awareness of such phrases should be raised because. like it or not. na-
tive speakers will use those items as their natural choice. 
The last recommendation here has to do with the teaching of collo-
cations consisting entirely of words that are familiar to learners. In the 
study by Peters (2012), an additional review of which will be given in 
the next section, her participants were asked to copy words and phrases 
from a text that they felt merited attention, and even though the stu-
dents were briefed about the importance of collocations, they tended to 
write down unfamiliar single ¥.VOrds rather than the complete construe-
tion in which these words appeared. This finding, then, points to the 
possibility that recurring patterns consisting entirely of known words 
for learners may not attract their attention. thus potentially good candi-
dates for classroom attention. 
The above recommendations. non-controversial as they may be, can 
only serve as guidelines, and since class time is limited, the actual 
choice of which phrases to teach can be rather difficult. It is important, 
however, that practitioners continually assess their students'needs and 
wants in order to be able to make on-demand selections. When the 
language being taught is English, then, one useful resource for teachers 
in this regard is the English Vocabulary Profile (EVP) (http://vocabul 
ary.englishprofile.org). The EVP is very informative because it ilus-
trates a large number of English phrases, besides different usages of 
individual words, that are estimated to be'known'by learners at each 
proficiency level based on the Common European Framework of Refer-
ence for Languages (CEFR; Council of Europe, 2001). While stil a work 
in progress, the EVP can help practitioners select phrases to teach to 
students who are at a particular proficiency level. 
4. How should phrasal constructions be taught? 
For teaching multi-word expressions in any situation to be success-
ful, the question of'how'to teach them can be as important as, or more 
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important than, that of'what'to teach. This section will consider the 
potential effectiveness of several different ways to teach formulaic Ian-
guage. 
4.1. Input enhancement 
Unobtrusive instructional means, collectively referred to as'input 
enhancement'techniques (Sharwood Smith, 1991, 1993), are potential 
candidates for teachers to effectively teach multi-word expressions. In 
a recent study, Peters (2012) investigated the effect of typographic en-
hancement and of glossing, a form of input enhancement, on retention. 
Peters found that the participants in the treatment group, who worked 
on texts with typographic enhancement (underlining and bold font), 
were better able to recollect glossed word strings from reading with the 
enhancement. One methodological issue with her study, however, is 
that the students had been informed that a vocabulary posttest would 
follow, and they therefore may have made more of an effort to remem-
ber the highlighted items in the text than was the case for those that 
were not highlighted. 
For another more recent example, Webb, ~ewton, and Chang (2013) 
explored the effects of input flooding, another well-known technique of 
input manipulation, on facilitating the learning of multi-word expres-
sions. Webb, Newton, and Chang incorporated 18 verb-noun sets (e.g., 
buy time; cut corners; lose touch) in a graded reader and prepared four 
versions, differing in the number of times each of those collocations 
appeared: only once, five times, 10 times, and 15 times. The intermedi-
ate-level EFL learner participants, who were randomly assigned to four 
groups working on one version different from the other three, read the 
story while listening to a recording of it, and their retention of the tar-
get collocations was measured by unannounced immediate posttests. 
Not surprisingly, the more often a collocation was repeated, the higher 
the recall of the given collocations in the posttests, with tests on recep-
tive knowledge showing better scores than tests on productive knowl-
edge. However, as many as 15 encounters in such a short amount of 
time was stil far from a guarantee for full scores on any of the 
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posttests. For instance, even after 15 encounters, collocations were cor-
rectly recalled only half of the time in the LI-cued productive knowl-
edge test. Those who encountered the collocations only once in the text 
did not gain better posttest scores than the control participants who 
had not even read the text. The results of this study, therefore, suggest 
that if the goal of teaching multi-word expressions is to bring about 
productive knowledge, input enhancement may be insufficient, or at 
least not optimal. 
4.2. Chunking in text comprehension 
A litle less unobtrusive intervention on input processing than 
input enhancement may be'text chunking.'As an example, Boers, 
Eyckmans, Kappel, Stengers, and Demecheleer (2006) investigated the 
effect of awareness raising through text chunking. The treatment 
group in their study, a group of advanced EFL learners, worked on text 
chunking as a regular activity in the course of a school year, while the 
contrast group engaged in other activities using the same texts. During 
the course-end interview, the students in both groups were asked to 
orally retell the content of a new English text. Boers et al. report that 
significantly more multi-word strings were found in the narratives pro-
duccd by the students in the treatment group. However, Boers and 
Lindstromberg (2012) point out that this was because those students 
recycled more word strings verbatim from the new text, while the com-
parison group tended to incorporate just single words from the text into 
their retelling. Stengers, Boers, Housen, and Eyckmans (2010) repli-
cated the study by Boers et al. vヽitha slight methodological change. In 
Stengers et al., with a view to avoiding the possibility of recycling Ian-
guage verbatim from the input text for the L2 retell task, they used an 
input text in the LI of their participants (new cohorts of language ma-
jors). Pretest-posttest comparisons showed no significant difference in 
the uptake of lexical phrases between the participants that had regu-
larly engaged in text chunking and those that had not. The results of 
these two studies suggest that simply directing learner attention to 
multi-word segmentations is insufficient to leave durable memory 
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traces, although it may potentially push learners'mode of processing 
tO¥vard being more holistic, a possibility speculated on by Boers and 
Lindstromberg (2012). 
4.3. Exercise of schematic and contextual knowledge 
If the assumption that three inter-related sources of schematic, con-
textual, and language knowledge arc stored in our memory is accurate, 
then there is an attractive proposal for the teaching of lexical phrases 
that follows logically. This proposal is to invoke and engage learners' 
schematic and contextual knowledge in the encoding of formulaic con-
structions. The fundamental principle of this idea seems to be closely 
related to the dual coding hypothesis proposed by Paivio (1986) and 
Sadoski (2005). This dual coding hypothesis assumes that cognition 
occurs in two independent but connected codes. that is, a verbal code 
for language and a nonverbal code for mental imagery, and it holds that 
concrete vocabulary is easier to remember than abstract vocabulary. 
Concreteness is strongly associated with imageability (Hamilton & 
Rajaram, 2001), and the imageability of something presumably depends 
largely on the extent to which one・s schematic and contextual knowl-
edge is applicable to the creation of its image. For an example of the 
imageability effects of certain types of conventional multi-word expres-
sions (most notably figurative idioms), Steinel, Hulstijn, and Steine! 
(2007) showed that idioms that evoke a mental picture relatively often 
(e.g .stick to your guns) were better retained in an Ll -L2 paired associ-
ates learning experiment than idioms which less readily call up an 
image (e.g., hang fire). 
This line of thinking is also applicable to the learning of formulaic 
expressions comprised of familiar and unfamiliar words. Hsu (2010) 
and Kasahara (2010. 2011), for instance, show that collocation learning 
fosters recall of a new word contained in the collocation at least as well 
as learning the new word as a single item. In fact, once the collocation 
is learned, the word which was already familiar (e.g., business) can 
serve as a cue for the recall of its newly learned syntagmatic partner 
(e.g., acumen). Their studies indicate the power of syntagmatic learn-
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ing of familiar plus unfamiliar word strings. 
4.4. Teaching grammar to facilitate formulaic learning 
The claim for teaching grammar in order to foster the learning of 
lexical phrases might at first sound contradictory; however, entirely 
new combinations can be generated at any point by switching to the 
analytic processing for the selection of smaller lexical units (Wray, 
2002). That is, although formulaic expressions are, by their own nature, 
restrictive with regard to flexibility and novelty of expression, and can 
be construed as a'straitjacket'for the language user, flexibility in proc-
essing can ensue from opportunities for variation within formulaic 
word strings. The generative potential of a multi-word string consist-
ing of fixed frames with open (though in many cases semantically con-
strained) slots, then, can be harnessed at a maximum level only if the 
language user is familiar with the underlying blueprint. The problem 
for adult L2 learners in a foreign context is that they have tremendous 
difficulty extracting the pattern just through normal communicative 
engagement in the target language (sec Section 2). Therefore, instruc-
tion for familiarizing such learners with explicit grammar rules, that is, 
getting them to gain explicit knowledge about the language (e.g., Ellis, 
2005; Krashen, 1981; Takashima, 2011), is doubtlessly beneficial for them. 
Of course, explicit grammar knowledge is not as serviceable as implicit 
knowledge of the language in realtime language processing. However, 
since adults learning in a foreign language context seriously lack input 
from which to implicitly extract underlying patterns on the one hand, 
and do not enjoy the socio-interactional protection that children enjoy 
while having reliable resources of schematic and contextual knowledge 
on the other (see Section 2), reliance on explicit grammar knowledge, 
albeit not derived from implicit knowledge and thus not as convenient, 
seems the only viable option left for them whether or not they are striv-
ing to approximate to nativelike proficiency. The more explicit gram-
mar knowledge they have, the more readily and successfully they can 
come up with novel combinations of a given flexible construction, both 
within and outside of communicative engagement. 
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4.5. Text memorization 
The last approach discussed here to assisting L2 learners in learn-
ing formulaic constructions in the classroom is'text memorization,'a 
form of interactionally unchallenging learning task. Clearly, there has 
been general reservation in the language teaching profession about 
employing a repeat-and-memorize approach in class (Cook, 1994; Dai & 
Ding, 2010). For example, Wray and Fitzpatrick (2010) express their 
general observation that planned memorization in language learning is 
neither standard practice nor fashionable, and that language teachers 
who utilize this approach have a tendency to believe that they are out 
of tune with contemporary methods of language teaching, while often 
admitting privately that they favor some memorization and find it ef-
fective.'Actually, this reservation is largely "due to long-rehearsed criti-
cisms of audiolingual-type approaches and justifiable skepticism about 
the value of any kind of'parrot learning'which too readily tries to in-
stil grammatical accuracy in the absence of communicative motiva-
tion" (Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2010, p. 3). Reasonable though this skepti-
cism may be, the primary objective of text memorization as it is pre-
sented here is not the (immediate) development of grammatical 
accuracy, but rather the nurturing of holistic language knowledge. 
Of course, the expressions learned by means of text memorization 
are unlikely, at first, to serve the learners as well as those learned dur-
ing authentic communicative activities do. The critical difference be-
tween the tヽ,vomodes of learning is that authentic communicative 
activities have a higher chance of'transfer-appropriate processing'tak-
ing place. Segalowitz and Lightbown (1999)、whointroduced the con-
cept of transfer-appropriate processing into the second language 
acquisition literature, argue that memory performance is largely regu-
lated by the relationship between how information is initially encoded 
and how it is later retrieved. The idea is that when a person acquires 
new information, that information is encoded in a prompt-dependent or 
context-sensitive fashion; therefore, that person's successful retrieval of 
information previously learned is facilitated or lessened according to 
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the extent to which the cognitive operations exerted at the time of rec-
ollection corresponds with those previously engaged in at the time of 
acquisition or learning.• Text memorization, therefore, may not be a 
particularly suitable way to invoke transfer-appropriate processing at 
the time of memorization, unless the text to be memorized exactly 
matches some ensuing communicative situation that the learner will 
encounter. 
Actually, second language acquisition literature to date does not 
offer much analysis of text memorization, and there is an unquestion-
able scarcity of studies on the effects of text memorization (Boers & 
Lindstromberg, 2012; Dai & Ding, 2010). However, the few studies avail-
able (e.g., Dai & Ding, 2010; Fitzpatrick & Wray, 2006; Matsuzaki, 2018a, 
Wray, 2004; Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2008, 2010; Yu, 2009) do indicate that 
text memorization is one useful way to help students to learn formulaic 
multi-word strings. Matsuzaki (2018a), for instance, reports on a small-
scale study that sought to explore the extent to which two types of 
recitation tasks that engaged FL learners, over the course of a semester, 
in memorization of conversational turns prepared in advance would 
differentially lead to learning of multi-word expressions. Three groups 
of learners of English at a university in Japan participated in his study: 
a whole-text recitation group, a partial-text recitation group, and a con-
trast group. Although there were methodological issues with the de-
sign of Matsuzaki's study (e.g., employment of non-parametric tests 
due to the small sample size and insufficient reliability estimates for the 
speaking test components), results of the two speaking tests adminis-
tered, one at the onset of the instructional intervention and the other at 
the end, suggest that whole-and partial-text recitation approaches are 
both conducive to the learning of language chunks and that there is 
considerable variance in facilitative effects between the two. 
5. Conclusion 
This paper will close by taking note of three important points con-
cerning the most difficult of the three questions to answer, the'how-to-
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teach'issue. First, not only do teachers have many instructional tech-
niques to choose from, they also have the option of combining multiple 
techniques, whether in a single lesson or over the duration of a course. 
For example, Jones and Haywood (2004) employed a wide range of tech-
niques to raise their students'awareness of formulaic language in an 
English for academic purposes (EAP) course. In their study, conducted 
over 10 weeks, the treatment group participants were instructed to (1) 
highlight constructions in texts, (2) discuss in groups the usefulness of 
those constructions for EAP writing, using concordance lines to investi-
gate their usage patterns, and (3) recycle the encountered phrases in 
writing tasks. At the end of the treatment, those students showed a 
significantly greater formulaic awareness than the contrast group. As 
Jones and Haywood's study indicates, classroom teachers can ingen-
iously create a recipe for their students that make use of techniques of 
different kinds. 
A second and controversial argument is that the ultimate goal in 
teaching conventional multi-word expressions, especially in a FL con-
text, should not be the pursuit of nativelike performance. Such a goal 
seems virtually unattainable (see again the Introduction), except for 
those few individuals with outstanding language learning aptitude. 
Much of the literature regarding the learning and teaching of formulaic 
language seems to be too oriented toward nativelike proficiency, al-
though this is understandable given the battle with the Chomskyan 
generative account of language acquisition (see Matsuzaki, 2018b). Of 
course, nativelike proficiency would be an ideal outcome, but again, 
research to date strongly suggests it to be highly unlikely. What needs 
to be kept in mind is that socio-interactional functions fulfilled by 
nativelike formulaic language can be accomplished by language which 
is not nativelike, or by other non-linguistic means, because the desired 
functions are socio-interactional. The main goal of teaching formulaic 
language, thus, should be the provision of what Dechert (1983) calls 
'islands of reliability'for automatic language processing, which not 
only help learners handle realtime communication but can also save 
attentional resources for further language learning. 
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Lastly, is there an overarching goal of classroom language instruc・
tion, and if so, what is it? While the answer may differ from teacher to 
teacher, few teachersヽvoulddeny that they wish to have a positive and 
lasting impact on their students. to influence them in such a way that 
they will feel positive about further study, even after they leave the 
class. If a teacher is convinced that the technique(s) he or she is em-
ploying in a class will be effective, I believe he or she should motivate 
the students to have the same level of appreciation and trust about the 
efficacy of the given technique (s), too. Variability among learners cer-
tainly exists regarding their preferred learning styles; however, a 
(good) teacher would not employ a technique or a combination of tech・
niques that he or she does not think will work for the students in a 
given class. Successful classroom teaching, then, would not only bring 
about some learning outcomes. whether immediate or delayed ones, but 
also favorably influence the attitude of a significant proportion of the 
students toward the approach adopted for them. 
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Notes 
I Significant correlations between L2 learners・knowledge of multi-word 
lexis and their proficiency ratings have been found. however. (e.g .Boers. 
et al. 2006; Dai & Ding, 2010; Hsu & Chiu, 2008; Keshavarz & Salimi. 2007. 
Stengers, et al. 2011). While correlations are not the same as causal rela-
tionships, it is thus very reasonable for language teachers to be inclined to 
help learners develop their proficiency by teaching them formulaic lan-
guage. 
2 It has been also pointed out that L2 learners'deviant use of formulaic ex-
pressions can be associated with an increased and sustained processing 
burden by native speakers (Millar, 2010; Stengers et al., 2011). 
3 Cook (2001) also observes that memorization remains widely used and 
relied on by teachers and learners alike. Good language learner studies 
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such as Ding (2007) and Stevick (1989) lend support to the argument that 
memorization of linguistic material is a key to high achievement. 
Nesselhauf (2003) states that although rote learning seems to have lost 
credit, along with behaviorism, it is critically important that a significant 
amount of collocations be taught and learnt explicitly. 
4 Segalowitz and Lightbown explain that this effect occurs because the in-
ternal cognitive state of the individual affords him or her clues to assist 
with recollection; if the retrieval cues triggered at the time of recollection 
match the cues encoded during learning of the information in question, 
then retrieval will be readily invoked (for empirical evidence see Blaxton, 
1989; Roediger & Guynn 1996). 
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